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Allard
Andrews
Barrett (WI)
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Brown (OH)
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Dingell
Engel
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Owens
Payne (NJ)
Pickett

Rangel
Roth
Rush
Sanders
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
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Velazquez
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NOT VOTING—12

Bachus
Bateman
Collins (MI)
Forbes

Greenwood
Harman
Hilliard
Jefferson

Moakley
Reynolds
Rose
Williams

b 1718

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Bachus for, with Mr. Moakley against.

Mr. ROTH changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the
House voting device did not record my
vote on final passage of the Transpor-
tation appropriation bill.

I intended to vote ‘‘no’’ on final pas-
sage.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably absent earlier this afternoon for several
votes. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘no’’ on rollcall 566, the Wolf amendment.

I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 567, the
Coleman amendment.

I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 568, the
Andrews amendment.

I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 569, sus-
taining the ruling of the Chair.

And, I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall
570, final passage of the Transportation ap-
propriations bill.

I ask unanimous consent that my statement
appear immediately after the votes.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, July 21, I missed roll call vote 546.
Had I been present I would have voted
‘‘nay.’’ On Monday, July 24, I missed
five rollcall votes during consideration
of H.R. 2002, the Transportation appro-
priations of fiscal year 1996. On rollcall
vote Nos. 558, 559, 560, 561, 562, I would
have voted ‘‘nay.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on yesterday, July 24, during roll-
call No. 556, the Miller of California
amendment to the Young of Alaska
substitute, and 557, passage of H.R. 70,
Alaska oil bill, I was unavoidably de-
layed. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yes’’ on 556 and ‘‘no’’ on 557.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2076, DEPARTMENTS OF
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 198 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 198

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2076) making
appropriations for the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered by title rather than
by paragraph. Each title shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 or
6 of rule XXI are waived. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill
for amendment the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-

poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, House Reso-
lution 198, the rule for the fiscal 1996
Commerce, Justice, and State appro-
priations bill, is a ‘‘plain Vanilla’’ rule
needing little in the way of expla-
nation. It is an uncomplicated, open
rule, a fair rule. Despite concerns that
some Members have been taking a lit-
tle advantage of some of the previous
open rules, the Rules Committee has
not placed limits on time, the number
of amendments, or procedural motions.
Nor will you find any extraordinary
waivers included in the rule.

Of course, due to the perennial prob-
lem of enacting authorizing bills prior
to the consideration of appropriations
measures, we have provided the stand-
ard waivers for violations of clause 2
and 6 of rule XXI contained within the
bill. Members may be interested to
know that the Rules Committee is ac-
tively exploring ways to avoid this
problem—and related problems with
the budget process—in the future.

The Subcommittee on Legislative
and Budget Process together with the
Subcommittee on Rules and Organiza-
tion of the House are in the process of
holding hearings to examine the 1974
Budget Act and what improvements
can be made to it. It is my hope that
future Congresses will be immune from
routine waivers of House rules because
of an awkward budget process.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this rule con-
tinues the successful practice of giving
the Chair the right to give priority in
recognition to those Members who
have printed their amendments in the
RECORD. This procedure, without in-
fringing on the rights of any Members,
has helped to raise the level of debate
in this body by allowing Members to be
fully prepared for amendments and is-
sues that arise on the floor.

So I urge Members to support this
rule so we can proceed with the consid-
eration of the Commerce, Justice,
State appropriations bill. This impor-
tant legislation provides funding for
three Cabinet-level departments—al-
though Congress may be eliminating
one of them, the Department of Com-
merce—and funding for numerous re-
lated agencies. Under this rule, any
Member will be able to offer amend-
ments to make cuts, or changes in the
bill’s funding priorities. For instance, I
intend to support an amendment of-
fered by my friends, Mr. SOLOMON and
Mr. HEFLIN, to eliminate funding for
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration.

The EDA is another example of a tar-
geted Government program that over

the years has strayed so far off-target
that it’s time in this gentleman’s view
to end it and begin again. Another area
of special concern to all taxpayers, and
especially those in my district of
southwest Florida, is the money pro-
vided State Department in this bill for
peacekeeping efforts and the United
States diplomatic mission in Haiti. I
look forward to appropriate debate on
these topics.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as
my colleague from Florida has de-
scribed this is a simple rule to allow
for the consideration of the State/Com-
merce/Justice appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1996. The rule is essentially
open although it does waive clauses 2
and 6 of rule XXI allowing unauthor-
ized appropriations and reappropri-
ations in the bill. This is necessary,
Mr. Speaker, because the House has
not yet provided authorizations for
most of the agencies in the bill. The
rule also allows a motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

While I plan to support this rule, I
am concerned with some of the provi-
sions of this bill. In the area of crime
prevention, the bill zeros out a number
of important crime prevention pro-
grams popular with local policemen
and our constituents. For example, the
Community Oriented Policing Services
Program, known as the COPS program,
is eliminated. This program funds new
policemen and would eventually put
100,000 new officers on the streets. The
COPS program has already provided
funds for more than 20,000 new officers
throughout the United States, includ-
ing in my own district of Dayton, OH.
It has won the praise of police chiefs
and sheriffs from all around the coun-
try who contend the program is non-
bureaucratic and visionary.

This program and other prevention
measures are expected to be folded into
a $2 billion general law enforcement
block grant. The problem with this,
Mr. Speaker, is that funds could be
used on anything from street lights to
public works projects and will not nec-
essarily have to be spent on crime pre-
vention. In addition, the funding under
this block grant is contingent upon an-
other bill becoming enacted. I really do
not think this is fair treatment to our
constituents, who have heard us prom-
ise, time and time again, that we will
help local communities fight crime.

Another problem in the area of crime
is a reduction of funds for the violent
crime reduction trust fund and the
bill’s lack of support for crime fighting
initiatives such as drug courts and vio-
lence against women countermeasures.
While I understand the committee ex-
pects these programs to be picked up
through the block grant, I believe that

many of them will be shrunk and even
eliminated. This is not what the Amer-
ican people want to see in the area of
crime prevention.

To its credit, the committee did re-
tain funds in this bill for the Depart-
ment of Commerce, although the De-
partment’s budget is greatly reduced.
The Commerce Department is the only
Cabinet-level department that works
with American businesses and can help
our companies compete in the global
marketplace. I do not believe funding
should have been eliminated for the
Advanced Technology Program [ATP]
which helps stimulate new tech-
nologies among U.S. companies. There-
fore, I offered an amendment to the
rule to allow Representative MOLLOHAN
to offer a floor amendment on this. Un-
fortunately, my amendment lost on a
partisan vote.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would be re-
miss if I did not express my concern
with the bill’s restrictive language on
the use of funds for peacekeeping mis-
sions. I believe we regularly need to
evaluate our participation in peace-
keeping missions, and make sure other
countries do their part. However, lan-
guage in this bill could seriously inter-
fere with the President’s ability to con-
duct foreign policy. This could hurt us
and damage our relationships with
other countries at a time in which we
need multinational cooperation with
respect to troubled spots in the world.

As I indicated earlier, Mr. Speaker, I
will support this rule which was re-
ported out of committee with no oppo-
sition. I urge my colleagues to join me
in voting for it.

b 1730

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
MOLLOHAN].

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, when
the Committee on Rules met to con-
sider the rule on this bill, I specifically
requested that three amendments be
made in order which otherwise would
not be in order under the anticipated
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to make the
House aware of these amendments, and
to sensitize the House to the fact that,
first, the amendments were not made
in order, and second, what I plan to do
in the alternative.

Mr. Speaker, each one of these
amendments spoke to major policy is-
sues, in my opinion, and consequently,
merited a rule allowing them to be of-
fered during consideration of the Com-
merce, Justice, State bill. However,
they were not.

The first would have related to the
COPS Program, a program which is
now ongoing. It was authorized in last
year’s crime bill. There are approxi-
mately 20,000 police officers, or prob-
ably more like 25,000, approaching that
anyway, officers out there on the
streets across America under the COPS
Program.

This is a 3-year commitment that the
Federal Government has made to these
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communities, I am sure, in every single
congressional district in the country,
and it is a program that is working tre-
mendously well. It is administratively
very efficient, and substantively the
information we are getting back is
very useful and very well received in
communities as a concept: community
policing. It is a good program in fight-
ing crime. That program is up, it is op-
erating, those policemen are on the
street, and the commitment is made.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, in this
bill before us, that program is not
funded. Those commitments, under
this bill, cannot be made. The program
that was funded was the block grant
program, which was passed by the ma-
jority in the first part of this year. It
was anticipated by the majority that
the block grant program would replace
the COPS Program, even though the
COPS Program is operating very well,
and it is in midstream.

Therefore, what we have is a program
that is up and operating, doing well,
not being funded in this bill. This new
program that is not even authorized; it
is simply somebody’s legislative initia-
tive at this point, being funded under
the bill. That is a problem. That is a
problem which I tried to address with
an amendment that would fund these
programs in the alternative.

My amendment that I asked be made
in order by the Committee on Rules
would have funded the block grant pro-
gram, if that became law. If the block
grant program was not authorized, it
would take that money and continue
funding the COPS program. Unfortu-
nately, that amendment was not made
in order. I, therefore, am going to be
forced, as we proceed, to make a mo-
tion to strike the block grant funding
that is in the bill, and substitute fund-
ing for COPS. I would have preferred to
proceed in the more bipartisan way.

The second amendment, Mr. Speaker,
relates to the Byrne Program. I intend
to offer an amendment to take just $30
million from the total $50 million in-
carceration of illegal aliens fund, move
it over to the very popular Byrne pro-
gram; $30 million which will enhance
that community funding, community
police funding, in the very popular
Byrne Grant Program for all of our
communities. Again, I requested an
amendment which would have en-
hanced the Byrne grant program sig-
nificantly by merging it with the total
amount available for the incarceration
of illegal aliens. That amendment was
not approved.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I requested au-
thority under the rule in the Com-
merce title of the bill to restore fund-
ing to the very successful, and think
strategically very important Advanced
Technology Program. This program
was initiated under the Republican ad-
ministration, the Advanced Tech-
nology Program is strategic in the
sense that it looks at emerging econo-
mies and says that the United States
ought to be doing what its counter-
parts, its competitors around the world

are doing: funding technology initia-
tives. That amendment was not made
in order, and under the rule, Mr.
Speaker, I can only offer an amend-
ment which strikes restrictive lan-
guage on ATP, which I plan on doing.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. STARK].

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it is rare that I have
such an opportunity to thank my col-
leagues across the aisle, and particu-
larly to congratulate the new leader-
ship. Had I known what new vistas
would open to us under this new leader-
ship, I might have considered this
much earlier.

I received this morning, as did all of
my colleagues, a nice communication
from Mr. Livingood, our Sergeant at
Arms. Mr. Livingood has informed me
that he has taken a renewed interest in
manners, or, excuse me, matters of pro-
tocol, and has announced that he has
hired Pamela Gardner ‘‘Muffy’’ Ahearn
as the director of protocol for the U.S.
House of Representatives at, I would
imagine, about $60,000 or $70,000 a year,
for which we could hire a couple of po-
licemen. She has extensive professional
experience in dealing with foreign dig-
nitaries. I do not know about us here,
but with foreign dignitaries, embassies,
and high-ranking government officials
with all issues of protocol, she is going
to help us.

If Members have been worried about
wearing white shoes after Labor Day,
correct titles and forms of address and
introductions, determining the order of
precedence, for example, in California,
illegal aliens are no longer eligible for
medical care or education, but legal
aliens may be, and a legal alien who
served in the military might be. It is
very important that Members know
that, proper seating by rank, appro-
priate gifts and exchange thereon.

The Speaker is going to let us vote
on lobbyists giving us gifts. We will
have a lot of gifts and we will need Ms.
Ahearn to give us the protocol on what
we do when we get these gifts from lob-
byists; cultural traditions and taboos;
dietary restrictions and preferences, I
am sure the Speaker will be interested
in that one; appropriate toasts follow-
ing a meal; and language interpreta-
tion requirements.

When Members are making protocol
arrangements, for example, if the jun-
ior Senator from Oregon were worried
about filling out his spousal identifica-
tion card, he should make it out to the
bearer, I would suppose, but Ms.
Ahearn can in fact advise us on those
matters. When we visit schools, the
children who no longer get school
lunches, should they sit at the same
table with those Republican children
who bring their lunch from the local
caterer? This will be interesting to

know, and very helpful for us, as we
carry on our business.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad that the Re-
publicans are dealing with the serious
matters of this House as they elimi-
nate funding for school lunches, as
they destroy Medicare. It will be inter-
esting to know how we write those let-
ters of condolence to the seniors who
will no longer have Medicare available
to them, and letters of congratulations
to those rich seniors who will get the
benefit of the $245 billion in tax cuts.
We cannot write that, I am sure, look-
ing too longingly at it. However, all of
these things are matters which each of
us here in the House should be con-
cerned about.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
want to make sure I understand the
gentleman. We just heard from the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], who was
talking about the bill, how we are
doing away with the COPS program, we
are doing away with significant fund-
ing for the Violence Against Women
Act, we are doing away with all sorts
of things in this bill. However, the gen-
tleman is telling us we have now hired
our own in-house Miss Manners?

Mr. STARK. Yes.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman

will continue to yield, does the gen-
tleman know, has there been a lot of
misbehaving? Have people been dress-
ing poorly on the floor? I notice the
gentleman gave me a copy, and I got
one in my office, too. It talks about
toasts. Have people been giving inap-
propriate toasts here? What is this?

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, if I were
this lady, I understand she makes
$62,000 a year, she should drink a toast
to the Speaker. That is a pretty nice
salary for advising many of us who
need help with our manners. I certainly
could use some assistance in that, and
the gentlewoman is correct.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, did this go to
both sides of the aisle, or is it just the
Democrats that are considered in such
lack of protocol?

Mr. STARK. I believe this letter was
sent to all Members, and I am sure that
in the most bipartisan spirit we all will
have our manners and our protocol
dressed up.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman
will yield further, I think it might be
interesting. I just worry that maybe
many of the interns will be out there
creatively thinking of questions for our
new ‘‘Miss Manners’’ or ‘‘Miss Proto-
col’’ or whoever this is, and I would
hope that maybe Roll Call or someone
could print the questions and answers.
This could be very interesting.

Mr. STARK. I would think under the
Freedom of Information Act.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I make
a parliamentary inquiry? I think this
is very useful, and I think it has an ap-
propriate time for discussion in the
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well, but we are trying to talk about
the rule on Commerce, Justice, State,
which is the scheduled business for this
moment. I do not want to call a point
of order on the gentleman, but am I on
the right track?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s point is well taken, and be-
sides that, the time of the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK] has ex-
pired.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS].

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that we
will be considering amendments to the
Commerce, State, Justice appropria-
tions bill that would effectively abolish
the Commerce Department. Only a few
weeks ago the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight said proposals for the aboli-
tion of the Department of Commerce
and other departments would be co-
ordinated through the committee.

The problem is that the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight
has held no hearings on any legislative
proposal to abolish the Commerce De-
partment, and has not voted on any
such proposal.

Regardless of whether you do, or do
not, think the Department of Com-
merce should be abolished, you should
vote against these amendments.

The Appropriations Committee has
already cut 20 percent from the Com-
merce Department’s administrative
budget. Now, Chairman CLINGER wants
to cut an additional 25 percent. A 45-
percent cut would effectively abolish
the Commerce Department.

A cut of this magnitude would with-
hold funds the National Weather Serv-
ice relies on to operate its weather sat-
ellites. Funds could be withheld that
are needed to provide for the monitor-
ing of textile and apparel imports so
that our Government can tell when
other countries are violating their tex-
tile and apparel agreements with us.

We should not be making these kinds
of decisions as a floor amendment to an
appropriations bill. Both the Com-
merce Committee and the Science
Committee—the committees of prin-
cipal jurisdiction over the Commerce
Department—have failed to act on leg-
islation abolishing the Department. In
fact, the Commerce Committee held its
first hearing on the subject just this
week.

Further, business groups have ex-
pressed their opposition to dismantling
the Department, in the manner pro-
posed by this amendment. Dennis Pic-
ard, chairman and CEO of Raytheon,
Michael H. Jordan, chairman and CEO
of Westinghouse, and seven other busi-
ness leaders said the following in a re-
cent letter opposing abolishing the De-
partment:

Proposals to eliminate the Department of
Commerce can only appear to be inherently
antibusiness at a time when our industries
face a global challenge as great as any time
in our nation’s history.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against the amendment. if we
want to abolish the Commerce Depart-
ment, we should take the time to do it
the right way.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentle-
woman made a very important point.
What we are seeing happening on this
floor is all sorts of legislation on ap-
propriation bills where we really have
not had hearings, and decisions are
being made of such tremendous mag-
nitude.

I wanted to talk a bit, too, about the
Violence Against Women Act. As Mem-
bers know, we had hoped for about $120
million or more. That was what every-
body thought was coming when we
voted 421 to 0 on this bill. What we
have seen in my area is domestic vio-
lence spilling out onto the street. I
have all sorts of incidents where it may
have started in the home, but what
transpired was it spilled out onto the
street, and many people were harmed.

I also must say that the COPS pro-
gram has worked very well in my area.
We have been very, very pleased to see
that working. I am very saddened to
see that that may be cut.
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The Commerce Department has done
a tremendous job in increasing exports
in my area. We can attribute about a
30-percent increase in jobs just because
of Commerce’s work on that. We may
have an amendment that cuts that.

I think that was the concern of the
gentleman from California when he
read this letter that we all got in our
office today, is that the issue of prior-
ities is one that troubles all of us.

We are glad that this rule is open. I
am glad that there is an attempt hope-
fully to save legal services, but maybe
that will not happen, either.

There are so many things happening
here every day that people are not able
to digest, that to suddenly read that we
are going to have a protocol office that
is going to talk to us about dietary re-
strictions and manners and our table
menus and place cards is a little trou-
bling. I think that was the perspective
that we wanted to put into it. I under-
stand that is not in this bill.

We are having a rule, it is an open
rule, we can offer a lot of amendments
but we are very apt to lose them on a
whole lot of things that have really
made a difference in America. It is not
like the money is not being spent. It is
always being spent somewhere. That
was our point. I am sorry if people got
upset on that side. It is really rather
extraordinary. I am pleased the gen-

tleman from California brought it up
and put this letter in the RECORD. I
think all of us might look at that and
scratch our head and say, ‘‘What does
this really mean?’’

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. Perhaps she is not
aware that this is a position that in the
sergeant at arms under her party as
the majority was called the director of
special events. There are no significant
changes. It is simply that it was vacant
when the leadership changed. Perhaps
the gentlewoman is also not aware that
her leadership on House Oversight, the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAZIO],
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER], and the other members of the
Committee on House Oversight on her
side of the aisle supported unanimously
the continuation of this position.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for pointing that
out. I just want to say that, no, we did
not know that and I think these are
new duties that have been added is my
understanding.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, as we
began the debate on this rule, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MOL-
LOHAN] had brought up the fact that his
amendment to this bill was denied be-
cause he wanted to restore funding to
the Clinton COPS Program. In this bill
we are denied funding for the Clinton
COPS Program.

There is going to be an amendment
later today offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]
which will take $2 billion from the $3.2
billion in block grants to fund the Clin-
ton COPS Program. The program to
date is very efficient, it is a model of
efficiency, it is effective, it is up, it is
running and it is working. As the appli-
cation form we can see being placed
forward here, it is a two-page form.

All you do, police officers around this
Nation fill out this form, there is a fax
number you can actually fax it in to
the Department of Justice to get your
grant approved. You do not need grant
writers. you do not need consultants. It
is a model of efficiency. The adminis-
trative cost for the COPS Program is
1.5 percent. Under the proposed block
grants by my friends on this side of the
aisle, it is 2.5 percent. If we take a look
at the Senate block grant program, it
is 15 percent for administrative costs.
Here is a program that is up, it is run-
ning, and we have over 20,000 police of-
ficers on the street within the first
year. The application, fill it out, fax it
in.

One of the big complaints we hear is
there is no flexibility in the Clinton
COPS Program. We are on round 2 of
COPS MORE. COPS MORE stands for
making officer redeployment effective.
Today $41,700,000 was released for po-
lice officers to be put into civilian
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help, to be put in for equipment, to be
put in overtime. All the flexibility that
local police officers say they need, you
find it in the COPS MORE Program.
We are on round 2. There will be 3 more
rounds yet this year.

The other problem I have with this
bill is when we requested and the De-
partment and the President requested
over $10 million for rural law enforce-
ment. This bill strikes out the $10 mil-
lion for rural law enforcement officers.
Twenty-five percent of this country
lives in rural areas. I was a police offi-
cer, a city police officer, a State police
officer. I worked in rural areas. I have
worked in the big city. Crime does not
respect if you live in a rural area or in
a big city. If a criminal is going to
make an attack upon you, they don’t
care if you are Democrat or Repub-
lican, if you come from a big city of a

little city. We have money here. We
need it for the COPS Program.

Underneath the current proposal put
forth by the majority, there is no
money whatsoever to hire one police
officer. There is a wish, there is a hope.
That is why police officers around the
country support the Clinton COPS Pro-
gram.

Earlier today we had a press con-
ference. The Fraternal order of Police
support it, National Association of Po-
lice Organizations, International
Brotherhood of Police Officers, Inter-
national Union of Police Associations,
Police Executive Research Forum, Na-
tional Organization of Black Law En-
forcement Officers, National Troopers
Coalition, National Sheriffs Associa-
tion, National Black Police Officers
Association, Federal Law Enforcement
Officers Association, Major Cities

Chiefs, and U.S. Conference of Mayors
all support the COPS Program. I urge
Members to support the Mollohan
amendment.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I just wanted to comment that we
understand the authorization-appro-
priations cycle is a little bit out of
whack. As I said in my opening re-
marks, we are trying to work that out
so we do not have these problems.

I think we have got a very fair rule
here. We have heard a lot of discussion
about issues we are going to talk about
in the bill, but I have not heard any op-
position to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
data for the RECORD:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 24, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 38 73
Modified Closed 3 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 49 47 12 23
Closed 4 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 9 9 2 4

Totals: ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 52 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 24, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 ............................... Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................ A: 350–71 (1/19/95)
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security ....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt ......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95)

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 ........................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians .................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/1/95)
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 ........................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ............................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95)
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 ........................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif .............................................................................. A: voice vote (2/1/95)
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2 ............................... Line Item Veto .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95)
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 665 ........................... Victim Restitution ............................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95)
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 666 ........................... Exclusionary Rule Reform ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95)
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ......................................... MO .................................... H.R. 667 ........................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/9/95)
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 668 ........................... Criminal Alien Deportation ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95)
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 728 ........................... Law Enforcement Block Grants .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95)
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 7 ............................... National Security Revitalization ......................................................................................... PQ: 229–100; A: 227–127 (2/15/95)
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 831 ........................... Health Insurance Deductibility ........................................................................................... PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95)
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 ........................... Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95)
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 889 ........................... Defense Supplemental ........................................................................................................ A: 282–144 (2/22/95)
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 450 ........................... Regulatory Transition Act ................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95)
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1022 ......................... Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................ A: 253–165 (2/27/95)
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 ........................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95)
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 925 ........................... Private Property Protection Act .......................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1058 ......................... Securities Litigation Reform ...............................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 988 ........................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ....................................... MO .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95)
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ....................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 956 ........................... Product Liability Reform ..................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ....................................... MC .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1159 ......................... Making Emergency Supp. Approps. .................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ..................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 4 ............................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 .................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ..................................... MC .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ......................... Family Privacy Protection Act ............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 ........................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1215 ......................... Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95)
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 483 ........................... Medicare Select Expansion ................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 ........................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ......................... Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 ........................... Clean Water Amendments .................................................................................................. A: 414–4 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95)
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1561 ......................... American Overseas Interests Act ....................................................................................... A: 233–176 (5/23/95)
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1530 ......................... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 .............................................................................................. PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95)
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ......................... MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95)
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1854 ......................... Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95)
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ......................... For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95)
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ......................... Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/11/95)
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) ..................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment ......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95)
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1944 ......................... Emer. Supp. Approps. ......................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95)
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95)
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95)
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ......................... Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................ PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ......................... Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) ..................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95)
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ......................... Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 A: voice vote (7/21/95)
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95)
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ......................... Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I include the
following letter for the RECORD:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, July 25, 1995.

Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules, The Capitol,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: H.R. 2076, the Depart-

ments of Commerce, Justice and State, the
Judiciary and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act of 1996, contains a provision that
falls within the jurisdiction of the Commerce
Committee. Specifically, H.R. 2076 raises the
fee rate under Section 6(b) of the Securities
Act of 1933 from the authorized level of 1/50th
of one percent to 1/29th of one percent. Be-
cause the fee is raised to a level beyond that
which is authorized by statute, this provi-
sion of H.R. 2076 would be in violation of
clause 2 of Rule XXI of the Rules of the
House.

Increases in this fee, coupled with dif-
ficulty in funding the SEC’s operation, have
been an ongoing problem, inherited from
past Congresses. The Commerce Committee
has been concerned that this situation not be
allowed to continue indefinitely. Chairman
Rogers, Chairman Archer and I have forged a
permanent solution to the problem of SEC
fees and funding. This agreement will be
codified in the statutory reauthorization of
the SEC; this agreement will, over a five
year period, step down the 6(b) fee, together
with other SEC fees, to a level approxi-
mately equivalent to the cost of running the
Agency. At that point, the SEC will be fund-
ed entirely by means of an appropriation.

Based on the agreement I have with Chair-
man Rogers and Chairman Archer to work
out this problem, I would not oppose a waiv-
er of Rule XXI clause 2, with respect to a
one-year extension of the 6(b) fee. This ac-
tion is taken with the understanding that
the Commerce Committee will be treated
without prejudice as to its jurisdictional pre-
rogatives during further consideration of
this and any similar legislation.

I would appreciate inclusion of this letter
as part of the RECORD during the consider-
ation of this bill by the House.

Thank you for your consideration of this
matter. With best regards,

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, JR.,

Chairman.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 2076) making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1996, and for other

purposes, and that I may be permitted
to include tabular and extraneous ma-
terials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 198 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2076.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2076) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996,
and for other purposes, with Mr. GUN-
DERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MOL-
LOHAN] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, on August 26, 1994, the
President signed into law the fiscal
year 1995 Commerce-Justice-State ap-
propriations bill and said this: ‘‘This
Act marks a bold first step in our ef-
fort to combat violent crime in Amer-
ica.’’

Today, Mr. Chairman, we bring to
the floor the second, even bolder, step
in our effort to combat violent crime in
America, a step that adds over $2 bil-
lion in Federal, State and local re-
sources to the fight against crime.

We have done that in the context of
a bill that, first, reduces general dis-
cretionary spending by some $700 mil-
lion in budget authority and more than
$1.1 billion in outlays from the current
year; second, reduces the Commerce
Department to basic programs; third,
supports the State Department; fourth,
provides funding for over 20 other inde-
pendent agencies.

Overall, this bill provides $23.1 billion
in regular discretionary budget author-
ity, which is $722 million below the cur-
rent year and $3.4 billion below the
President’s request.

For the crime trust fund, the bill pro-
vides almost $4 billion in budget au-
thority, which is $1.7 billion above the
current year, and $28 million below the
budget request.

For law enforcement, one of the
prime responsibilities of the Federal
Government, this bill provides $14.5 bil-
lion, an increase of $2.2 billion over the
current fiscal year, an 18 percent in-
crease, to support key programs, Fed-
eral, State, and local, to fight violent
crime.

Of that, $4 billion is from the violent
crime reduction trust fund, an increase
of $1.7 billion over the current year, to
provide substantial new resources to
our local communities, including: $2
billion for the Local Law Enforcement
Block Grant, passed by this House on
February 14, 1995, to reach 39,000 law
enforcement agencies around the coun-
try. This program provides funding for
local officials to decide what they need
to fight crime—cops, equipment, drug
courts, prevention programs, whatever
they believe important—not Washing-
ton telling them what they need, rath-
er local officials tell us what they need.
Mr. Chairman, this program has come
to be known as the ‘‘COP-TION’’ pro-
gram, ‘‘COPS’’ with a local option.

It also provides $525 million for the
Byrne State and Local Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Grants, very popular
with our local officials; $500 million for
the Truth-in-Sentencing Grants for
State prison construction, to help
States lock away violent criminals, a
brand new program; and other pro-
grams providing more than $3 billion in
resources to State and local commu-
nities to aid in their fight against
crime.

The bill also provides major new
funding initiatives for immigration,
anti-terrorism and Federal law en-
forcement.

For enforcing our Nation’s immigra-
tion laws, the bill provides $2.3 billion,
an increase of $730 million, including a
$378 million increase for the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service to hire
3,000 more employees. It means 1,000
more Border Patrol agents and 400
more inspectors on the border, and
doing that with no new border fee as
the administration has proposed. It
means over 1,450 more investigators
and detention and deportation person-
nel to locate, apprehend and remove il-
legal aliens from the United States.

Spending on Federal law enforcement
and the Judiciary will increase by 4
percent, up $438 million, including
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